In the analysis of international movements of people, Argentina is a relevant case, not only because international migration has been a central component of Argentine nation-building and development, but also because the country switched from being a net recipient of migratory flows from the late 19 th Century until the mid-1950s to becoming an expeller in the last quarter of the 20 th Century. This flow reversal was associated with the downturn in the Argentine economy following World War II -which set Argentina back in relation to other, better-performing economies-jointly with strong political instability.
This paper studies the dynamics of migratory inflows to Argentina since the end of the 19th Century. Its main contribution is the estimate of the quantitative importance of diverse factors -GDP level, labor market and social conditions, political influence, among others-in the entry flows to Argentina in a long-term perspective. For this, different econometric models are performed separately for both the European waves -during the period from 1870 to 1950-and the Latin American waves -during the period from 1945 to 1976-in order to evaluate if there were changes in the relevance of those factors affecting the inflows of people to Argentina.
The document follows with a description of the long-term evolution of international migratory flows to Argentina. Section 3 presents the theoretical framework and discusses the results obtained from different econometric models. Section 4 concludes. This dynamic period of global integration was followed by another period, from 1914 to 1945, which was characterized by the two world wars, the economic crisis of the 1930s and major political instability. As a consequence of these factors, the process of globalization and the mobility of factors ceased, and migration policies became more restrictive. Contrary to the positive relationship between globalization and migratory flows observed between 1880 and 1913, the «Second Wave of Globalization,» which took place during the last quarter of the 20th Century, was accompanied by restrictive immigration policies, especially in developed countries.
1 Although the international mobility of highly educated people and/or people who own a large stock of financial capital is high and relatively unrestricted, the same cannot be said for poor, less educated workers, who frequently face situations of exclusion and marginalization, resulting in highly segmented international labor markets.
As mentioned, in this context, Argentina is an interesting case from the perspective of the international migratory movements. The great migratory inflows from Europe occurred between 1870 and 1929.
2 The crisis of the 1930s and World War II had a negative impact on the volume of these flows. After the war ended, there was a second -and last-wave of European migration, but not as intense as the first. Lattes and Recchini de Lattes (1995) estimate that about 5.3 million people arrived in Argentina between the end of the 19th Century and 1970, representing almost 40 % of the net total migration of Latin America and the Caribbean during that period.
Since the mid-20th Century, along with the decline in flows from abroad, the composition of the foreign resident population in Argentina also changed, with natives of neighboring countries becoming the majority. Despite the long tradition of these migratory flows in Argentina 3 -fundamentally in the border zones-, they became more visible in the 1960s as they headed toward the large urban centers, particularly the Buenos Aires Metropolitan Area. 4 While this process was turning Argentina into the «nucleus of a regional subsystem of Southern Cone migration» (INDEC 1997) , the flow of Argentines leaving the country -especially skilled workers-was also growing, the majority going to the United States, Spain, Italy and Canada.
1 Baldwin and Martin (1999) , Sutcliffe (1998) , Wellish and Walz (1997) . 2 according to the national Population and Housing Censuses, in 1914 the percentage of foreign-born residents in relation to the total population reached its highest value, when it represented almost one third of the total argentine population. around 90 % of these foreign-born people were Spanish or Italian. 3 Benencia (2007) , Marshall and Orlansky (1983) , Maurizio (2008) , OIM (2012) . 4 Includes the City of Buenos aires and surrounding municipalities in Buenos aires Province.
These migratory outflows were associated with the downturn in the Argentine economy following World War II, which implied a setback in relation to other better-performing economies. These different stages of development were also accompanied by severe political instability under alternating military and democratic governments, which also made a significant impact on the direction and intensity of the migratory flows. According to della Paolera and Taylor (2003) «At the beginning of the twentieth century, Argentina was an affluent society, the most dynamic country in the global system attracting an unprecedented volume of foreign investment and massive flows immigrants. By the end of the century, the former bread basket of the world had become a basket case».
These migratory trends can be separated into five distinct stages, as described below.
to 1913
The period that begins with the consolidation of the Argentine Nation-State was characterized by a great influx of financial capital and immigrants from Europe. During those years, Argentina enjoyed a vigorous cycle of economic growth based on the agro-export model. GDP growth rates rose, reaching an annual average of 6 % -one of the highest in the world-and 3 % per capita (table 1) .
During the «Belle Époque» (Díaz Alejandro 1975) Argentina received large amounts of foreign capital, mainly from England, and a massive influx of European immigrants, primarily from Mediterranean Europe -Italy and Spain-, which together in 1914 represented 92 % of the total foreign resident stock in Argentina (INDEC 1997) .
The richness of land, the scarcity of workers, and the vigorous growth of agricultural production and commodity exports contrasted sharply with the situation in Spain, Italy and other European economies, which offered scarce economic opportunities.
5 As a consequence, the greatest positive net migration flows in the history of Argentina were registered throughout this period (figure 1).
The average net entry rate in relation to residents was 15 ‰, reaching as high as 20 ‰ between 1900 and 1913, which corresponds to an average annual net entry rate of approximately 67,000 people, reaching a maximum of 200,000 in the final years of this period (table 2).
As mentioned above, the rapid expansion of agricultural and livestock production, as well as urban-support activities, was made possible by the rise of the agro-export model. Given the relative scarcity of local workers, large volumes of foreign workers were required. Thus, rapid economic growth brought major employment growth in both rural and urban areas, along with a rapid evolution of earnings, in real terms as well as in relation to the European countries. 
Figure 2
Wage gaps Argentina in relation to selected countries, 1870-1988. until the mid-1950s. During the period 1880-1899, average Argentine wages were around 2.5 times higher than wages in Italy and 2 times higher than wages in Spain.
Argentina's favorable economic situation during this period is also reflected in GDP per capita differentials with respect to Europe. An initial phase of income gap growth can be observed from the mid-1880s until approximately 1910, period in which Argentina's GDP per capita was about 47 % higher than Italy's and about 54 % higher than Spain's (figure 3).
The economic incentives offered by Argentina were reinforced by migration policies favorable toward foreigners entering the country. In 1876, National Law N.º 817 for the Promotion of Immigration, known as the «Avellaneda Law», was passed. The central feature of this law was the promotion of European immigration to Argentina, in harmony with the prevailing spirit of the first National Argentine Constitution of 1853. The State even went so far as to set up immigration agencies in Europe with the objective of advertising Argentina's comparative advantages and attracting workers to continue the development process already underway (Vázquez Presedo 1971) . 
to 1918
The outbreak of World War I interrupted the process of globalization and integration that had been developing worldwide during the previous period. The war made a strong impact on Argentina, where net migration rates were negative during all these years, at an average of about 2 ‰ annually. Both inflows and outflows of migrants dropped sharply, but especially the former. In 1918, the gross flow of immigrants was only 25 % of that observed in 1913, while emigration was reduced by half (table 2).
The collapse of the global capital market also had a negative effect on Argentina, given the decline in flows of capital, labor and manufactured goods coming from Europe. The total value of Argentine imports declined between 40 % and 50 % with respect to pre-1914 levels due to the redeployment of resources in Europe to the production of military equipment and also to difficulties in transport caused by the war.
7 World War I also had a negative affect on the grain trade, owing particularly to the scarcity of warehouses for transoceanic transport, a situation that was compounded by recurring poor harvests, primarily of corn, due to unfavorable climactic conditions. All of these factors combined to greatly deepen the economic crisis in Argentina. Domestic product declined by about 10 % in 1914 and reached stagnation the next year, followed by new downturns in 1916 and 1917 of about 3 % and 8 %, respectively (table 1) . This unfavorable economic performance also brought about a reduction in the income gap with respect to European countries (figure 3). Wages evolved in a similar fashion, with phases of stagnation and even sharp declines, such as oc- 
to 1923
After the war, Argentina's average annual growth rates rose again to about 8 %, and the income and wage gaps relative to Italy and Spain recovered, but remained below their pre-war values (figure 2). Average wages, in particular, were about 25 % higher than in Italy and about 43 % higher than in Spain, while the GDP per capita differential was 33 % and 62 %, respectively.
The establishment of immigration quotas in the United States in 1921 and 1924 further encouraged migratory flows to Argentina. Throughout these years, an average of approximately 80,000 people entered the country per year, representing a net rate of almost 8 ‰ (table 2) . However, this sub-period was very short and lasted until 1923, when the net migration rate was very high, around 17 ‰. From that year onward Argentina did not record such high rates of net migration. 
to 1946
The economic decline suffered by Argentina throughout most of this period, along with the international armed conflict unleashed in 1939, provoked a sharp contraction in the European migratory flows, which, nevertheless, continued to be positive. The average net immigration rate during these years was about 4 ‰, but above a clearly decreasing trend (table 2) .
During the early 1930s, Argentina's poor economic performance is demonstrated by the negative average annual GDP per capita growth rate of about 7 % during the first three years of the decade. This meant that the wage and income gaps shrunk in relation to both Italy and Spain (figures 2 and 3).
In general terms, the lack of jobs and the decline in wage levels characterized the labor market during these years. The cost of living, in particular, rose while nominal earnings remained constant or even declined. The National Labor Department estimated that the budget for a typical family in 1933 was 10 % higher than the average wage which, along with the lack of jobs, indicated the difficult social situation affecting the population as a whole. In this context, the decree known as the «De-fense of Argentine Workers» was proclaimed, ordering Argentine consuls abroad to suspend disembarkation permits for immigrants who did not have a guaranteed occupation (Rapoport 2003).
During World War II, Argentina experienced again low and fluctuating growth rates, which led to stagnation and even drops in the GDP per capita. Additionally, the war severely restricted the mobility of both goods and production factors, including workers. As a result, net entry rates dropped to 0.88 ‰ during those years.
to 2000
The devastating effects of the war in Europe created conditions for a sizeable group of Europeans to decide to leave their countries in search of better opportunities. Argentina then became a natural destination for those people, given what was known about the country through networks established by earlier migratory waves. In this way, Argentina received a new (and last) wave of overseas immigrants between the mid-1940s and early 1950's with a net annual entry rate of about 7.5 ‰ between 1947 and 1951.
However, rapid economic reconversion in Europe at the end of the 1940s, along with the incipient setback in the Argentine economy, resulted in a process of diminishing incentives to migrate to Argentina. higher than average wages in Argentina, whereas the gap in favor of Spain was about 13 %. These differentials were further heightened in the periods that followed, becoming somewhat stabilized in the 1990s. In 1988, in particular, average wages in Italy and Spain were almost 4 and 3 times higher than in Argentina.
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Macroeconomic instability, economic setback, military regimes, political persecution and the deteriorating social situation in Argentina throughout this period led to the disappearance of the old attraction factors that had been in effect during the first half of the 20th Century and the appearance of elements that drove natives to leave the country.
One of the characteristic features of the post-war period in Argentina has been severe political instability, which has influenced both the gross immigrant entry rates and the rates of Argentine emigration abroad. The imposition of military regimes, with the suppression of civil liberties and academic freedoms, were a major cause of the emigration of professionals and scientists from the 1950s through the early 1980s.
As noted by Oteiza (1969) , although certain emigration flows of researchers, scientists and high skilled people (such as doctors or engineers) were registered in the 1940s and 1950s, these flows increased significantly as a result of political repression under the Onganía dictatorship (1966) (1967) (1968) (1969) (1970) . 9 Throughout the period beginning then and lasting until the return to democracy in 1983, the so-called brain drain grew at an unprecedented rate. This situation became even more dramatic, however, under the last military dictatorship, which took over in 1976 10 and unleashed a massive persecution of intellectuals, professionals and students as part of a process of wholesale repression. As persecution and repression ceased with the return to democracy in 1983, fewer scientists and intellectuals left the country and some returned.
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Therefore, throughout this post-war period, political and economic performance combined in such a way as to create conditions for both the expulsion of natives and the attraction of new flows of immigrants, no longer Europeans but from neighboring countries. Since the mid-1950s, and parallel to the developments mentioned above, a new process began in Argentina characterized by an increase in the entry rates of immigrants from neighboring countries, especially Paraguay, Chile and Bolivia. These flows, however, were not new; historically, contingents of these immigrants had settled in rural areas of the Argentine provinces bordering on their home countries and taken up many of the jobs left by natives of these provinces who moved to the cities as part of the process of import substitution industrialization. In a second phase, these immigrants began to reorient their destination within Argentina, moving toward urban areas, especially toward the City of Buenos Aires and its metropolitan area. As Grimson (2005) points out, the first cross-border migratory waves were fundamentally rural-rural in nature, later becoming urbanrural and, finally, urban-urban. As a result, throughout this period, immi- gration from neighboring countries became gradually more «visible,» partly due to its greater weight in proportion to the total number of foreigners living in Argentina, but due also to this movement from the border provinces to the urban centers.
The migratory dynamic of these groups has also been directly linked to the different stages of economic development and changing political situations in their countries of origin.
Rates of Bolivian immigration in Argentina have been high since the beginning of the 20th Century, especially among sugar cane harvesters working in northern Argentina. According to OIM (2011a):
«Bolivia is a country with negative net migration where around 706 thousand Bolivians reside outside the country, 6.8 per cent of the total population. Argentina is the primary country of destination, followed by Spain and the United States. Structural factors contributing to low levels of human development explain in large part emigration from Bolivia, together with recruitment systems operating within the country designed to attract the young and relatively inexpensive workforce to destination countries, particularly for employment in the textile industry. Migrant social networks which connect communities of origin and destination also facilitate the emigration of Bolivians».
The civil war in Paraguay between 1945 and 1949, along with the 1954 military coup, created conditions for emigration, which were reflected in the sharp increase in flows to Argentina, especially of political exiles, some of whom later returned to Paraguay.
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The political crisis in Uruguay that led to the 1973 military coup and ensuing economic difficulties resulted in a significant increase in emigration, a high percentage of which went to Argentina. Filgueira (1990) points out that the general worsening of living conditions throughout the 1970s produced growing dissatisfaction in the population that, along with the deteriorating political situation, led to a sizeable exit flow of natives going abroad. During those years, the economic situation in Argentina was favorable, with low unemployment rates and GDP growth rates of between 5 % and 6 %, which, along with its geographic proximity, made it one of the most important destinations for these flows, which continued -at a slower rate-through the 1980s, despite Argentina's worsening macroeconomic situation (Pellegrino 2000 (Pellegrino , 2003 .
The case of Peru contrasts with this general overview, as Peruvian immigration to Argentina has increased noticeably since the 1980s, part of the more global process characterized by a large emigration of Peruvians, especially to the United States, certain European countries, Argentina and Chile. Altamirano (2003) suggests that the political and economic situations in Peru are the most important factors driving emigration. In particular, the 1980s initiated a period of heavy political violence in Peru, followed by Fujimori's rise to power and the virtual disappearance of the rule of law. This process, combined with the deteriorating economic context, created an overall situation favoring emigration. According to Cer- rutti (2005), within the economic determinants, very low income would appear to be more important than the lack of jobs.
These flows could have also been affected by migration policy in Argentina. Under the military government (1976) (1977) (1978) (1979) (1980) (1981) (1982) (1983) ) major modifications were made restricting the entry of foreigners. The Migration Law of 1981 discouraged migration from non-European countries, prohibited neighboring country immigrants from engaging in economic activity and restricted their access to public social services. Since then, and even after the return to democracy in December 1983, the orientation of legislation has not been well-defined: amnesties were declared (in 1984, for example) but so were new restrictive instruments (as in 1985 and 1987) ; another amnesty was decreed in 1992-1993, and bilateral agreements were signed with Peru and Bolivia. Along with these measures, control policies were implemented, including decrees deporting illegal immigrants (Novick 2001).
However, beyond certain socio-economic junctures that may favor or retract the flows entering Argentina, for some countries in the region, emigration to Argentina has been a recurring phenomenon at higher or lower rates depending on different phases of political, social and economic development, as already mentioned. Income gaps between Argentina and other countries in the region have created structural conditions that explain the persistence of migrant flows from within the region, fundamentally from Bolivia and Paraguay, even during recessive phase of the cycle, such as the second half of the 1990s. The consolidation of a regional labor market, the existence of networks set up during previous flows, and development differentials favoring Argentina seem to be the most important attraction factors that have made Argentina -along with Venezuela-one of the major migrant receiving countries in Latin America (CELADE 1998).
In this regard, Solimano (2003b) arguments that income differentials between countries in Latin America seem to be directly responsible for the large movements of people observed in the region. During the period from 1950 to 2000, Argentina's GDP per capita more than doubled the GDPs of Bolivia, Paraguay and Peru, source countries for the largest flows of immigrants entering Argentina in these years. Although the gap is positive in most cases, it has been smaller in relation to Chile, Uruguay and Brazil (figure 4).
determinants of international migration

theoretical aspects of the determination of international migration
From the analysis of the migratory dynamic examined in the preceding section, this section identifies a set of factors associated with the decision to migrate and the destination of the migratory flows described above.
One of these determinants of international movement of people is the expectation of a higher income in the receiving country compared to the country of origin. It is assumed that net migration is positively associated with income gaps between both countries: the higher the income earned in the receiving country compared to the source country, the higher the inflows and the lower the outflows to and from the destination country. These income differentials, in general, are estimated by the real income per capita and/or wage gap between countries.
Another factor directly linked to the foregoing is the general labor market context in the receiving country compared to the source country in terms of the likelihood of obtaining employment and cashing in on the wage differential. In particular, as mentioned above, high unemployment contexts, low economic growth rates and sluggish job creation in the destination country discourage immigration. Therefore, at a specific moment in time, not only income gaps seem to be relevant but also the phase of the economic cycle in which the source country and the receiving country find themselves. According to Solimano (2003b) , seen from a dynamic perspective, the relevant variable should be the actual value of the differential between expected income flows in the receiving country and the source country. Another aspect -of a non-economic nature-which influences the dynamic of these flows is migration policy in the receiving countries. In principle, the most restrictive contexts are expected to slow the entry rate of foreigners. It is also argued that these policies usually affect not only numbers of entries but also, and mainly, the labor market situation faced by immigrants. In particular, illegal workers are forced to accept precarious, low-paying and more intensive working conditions. Migratory flows, especially the direction of these flows, are also associated with the existence of networks of family and friends in the destination country. The presence of these networks not only helps potential migrants obtain information about the economic and labor situation in the receiving country, but also function as an important support system upon their arrival and as they are settle in. The second wave of European immigrants arriving in Argentina after World War II seems to have been influenced not only by economic factors but also by the existence of networks of compatriots resulting from earlier migratory flows. These processes generate certain persistence even after the favorable economic conditions that attracted the first waves of immigrants have changed.
As also noted in the preceding section, political factors are also important determinants of the decision to migrate. In Latin America, these seem to have been particularly relevant, at least during the second half of the 20 th Century.
Finally, other factors that probably have more influence on the election of a destination country than the decision to migrate itself are the different customs, language and general culture, geographic distance and migration costs. At the international level, migratory flows are higher between neighboring countries than between more distant countries. Also, the weight that the migrant assigns to each of these factors may change, depending on the geographic distance between the source country and the destination country.
Econometric models
Taking into account the economic and non-economic determinants just analyzed, a set of econometric estimates were made using different specifications of both the dependent variable and the covariates.
The general analytical framework is based on Williamson (1998) and Taylor (1994) which propose an extension of traditional models. In particular, the first econometric models used to explain this phenomenon were Todaro's (1969) and Harris and Todaro's (1970) , in which it was argued that migration is related to wage differentials and expectations of obtaining better employment in the receiving country compared to the country of origin. For this reason, the model we will call «tradi-tional» can be expressed in the following way: [1] where: P: total population of the receiving country M/P: gross immigrant entry rate in the receiving country W*/W: wage gap between the receiving country (W*) and the country of origin (W) E*/E: employment opportunities in the receiving country (E*) compared to the country of origin (E) This specification is derived from a set of assumptions about the decision to migrate. The first of these suggests that the potential migrant compares expected income in the country of origin and the country chosen as a possible destination based on real differentials in earnings and the possibilities of bridging these differentials by getting a job. The inclusion of these probabilities in the model acknowledges the uncertainty component associated with the decision to migrate, since the individual must take into account which is the probability that he or she will be employed in the destination country compared to the possibility of employment in the country of origin.
According to Taylor (1994) , it is assumed that the individual has a convex utility function which depends on income. Therefore, migration will be a function of the expected utility differential based on income in each of the two scenarios: to migrate or not to migrate. A logarithmic function for utility is suggested, so that the individual decision to migrate is expressed in the following way: [2] where: d i is the expected utility differential z i is a term of specific individual preference y io is the individual's income in the country of origin, and is income in the destination country A more attractive expression from an analytical perspective results from substituting expected income for the variables on which it depends, that is, actual wages (w) and the probability of getting a job (e). Therefore, we can incorporate this information in (3.2) disaggregating expected income in the country of origin and in the receiving country in both components. By reordering terms, we can express d it as: [3] where: w dt : wage in the destination country w ot : wage in the country of origin e dt : probability of obtaining employment in the destination country e ot : probability of obtaining employment in the country of origin As expressed in [3] , the individual will decide to migrate if d it is positive. The d it variable could be interpreted as a «latent» variable, unknown to the researcher but, depending on the value it acquires, results in the decision to migrate or not to migrate (in this case the minimum threshold would be zero), which as an aggregate decision would be reflected in emigration rates from the source country and in gross entry rates in the receiving countries.
Using this general framework, Hatton and Williamson (1998) extend the traditional model in three directions:
1. Given the assumption that the potential migrant is adverse to risk and that the probabilities of getting a job may be different between the destination country and the country of origin, they propose incorporating separately the terms reflecting job opportunities in each place, instead of jointly estimating the relationship between both variables.
2. It is assumed that migrants evaluate the entire path of expected future income in their own country as well as abroad. To make this expectation, they use the only information available to them, which is what has happened in the past. This justifies the incorporation of lag variables in the model as proxies for the past.
3. Finally, it is assumed that migrations may be influenced by shortterm variations in the explanatory variables, speeding up or slowing down the migratory flow in response to change. Therefore, covariates in first differences are incorporated as a means of capturing these reactions.
In order to incorporate all these effects, a more complex lag structure than that utilized in the traditional model is required. One of the methods that satisfies these requirements is the FOEC (first order error correction) type method.
The latter method is also compatible with Taylor's (1994) interpretation, which assumes that the individual not only evaluates the possibility of migrating but also, and simultaneously, the best moment to migrate. In this way, the decision to migrate could be delayed even with positive d it if potential migrant consider that waiting will accrue benefits in the future (for example, if he/she assume that there will be favorable changes in migration policy in the receiving country). Therefore, the FOEC type model can capture all of these effects. In our particular case, the model would be: Short-term behavior is quantified by estimating the coefficients β 1 , β 2 and β 3 corresponding to the variables in first differences, while equilibrium relationship can be evaluated by the long-term elasticity of the variables in levels.
A final alternative for approaching the migration model is adopting an intermediate model between the traditional and the FOEC models, in cases where the latter does not obtain a good fit. This alternative model can be expressed as: [5] It is important to note that there is a direct relationship between the FOEC model, the traditional model and the intermediate model, because the last two are specific cases of the first. For example, the traditional model is equivalent to the FOEC under the following restrictions: β 1 =β 4 ; β 2 =β 5 ; β 3 =β 6 and β 7 =0 From expression [4] different estimates were done in order to estimate inflows of European (from Spain and Italy) 13 and South American migrants (from Bolivia, Chile, Paraguay and Uruguay). Specifically, models were estimated separately for:
• the first wave of migration during the period from 1870 to 1950, and the subperiod from 1870 to 1930 (the period with the highest entry rates), and
• the second wave of migration during the period from 1945 to 1976 14 Two alternative specifications were used to explain the income differentials between countries: the wage gap and the product per capita gap. Given the lack of information about the evolution of employment in Argentina and in the countries of origin throughout the period under consideration, employment perspectives were proxied by business cycle. Table 3 presents estimates for the periods 1870-1950 and 1870-1930 , with both specifications for the income variable. 16 The estimates of the four FOEC models indicate significant coefficient of short-term variables (although not in all cases) with the expected signs; however, the same is not true for the variables in levels, for which not even the sign is the one expected in all cases.
Results
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13 We decided to consider only these two countries in these estimates because they represent the most important portion of European inflows to argentina and they showed similar trends during this period. 14 Due to the lack of complete information for subsequent years, economic estimates could only be made for this particular period of time. 15 taylor (1994) The test results indicate the non-significance of the traditional model. However, the traditional model was significant when an autoregressive term was added.
18 This result could be interpreted as a factor that controls for unobserved or unmeasured variables, for example, the existence of previous social networks that could influence the direction of migratory flows, as discussed above. Table 4 shows the results of estimates using this specification. As expected, the traditional model with the autoregressive term performs better than the previous models, with expected signs in all the model coefficients, with the exception of the variable associated with the likelihood of employment in Europe (Spain and Italy) in Model 1, although this variable was not significant in any of the cases.
19 Model 2 appears to obtain the best fit which provides a stronger basis than the others for deducing that the path of employment growth, estimated by business cycle, seems to be the principal determinant of the migratory flow toward Argentina between 1870 and 1950, having a greater effect than the wage gap. The asymmetry in the weight of employment opportunities in the source and destination countries in determining migratory flows should also be noted: the results show that an increase in employment opportunities in Argentina was more important than a reduction of the same magnitude in the country of origin. tively. This is an expected result observing the evolution of these variables throughout this period (figure 5). As the previous analysis showed, after 1930 the gross entry rate drops significantly compared to the previous period, even though income gaps remained high, which would be reflecting a weakening in the relationship between these variables.
The same analysis was applied to regional migration during the period between 1945 and 1976. 21 Given the period under study, a dummy variable was incorporated into the models as a proxy for the political situation in Argentina, assigning the value 1 for democratic regimes and 0 for authoritarian regimes. However, that variable is no longer statistically significant (and has the opposite of the expected sign) during the period from 1960 to 1999.
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A comparison between this model and the model corresponding to the first migration wave highlights the better performance of the FOEC model for regional inflows in terms of the statistical significance of the explanatory variables and their signs. However, the variables associated with expectations of employment measured in levels were not significant, nor was the effect of wage gap growth. As in the previous case, the possibility of a better fit using the traditional model was tested, with unfavorable results. Therefore, continuing with the estimation strategy adopted for the first migratory wave, the model was estimated using the traditional model with the autoregressive component. The results are shown in table 6. Once again, the signs are those expected and the model obtained better overall fit; the political regime variable remained non-significant. An initial result of comparing the estimates using this model with the estimates obtained using the same model for the first migratory wave would indicate a shift in the order of importance of the determinants of the entry rate. The income gap, more than opportunities of employment differentials, appears to be the variable that generates the greatest reaction in the regional migratory flows. Once again, the response of these flows to an increase in employment in Argentina and reduced employment in the country of origin was asymmetrical, being higher in the former case. Finally, the long-term relationships estimate that a 1 % increase in the product gap implies an increase of 14.25 immigrants for every 1000 inhabitants, a clearly higher reaction than that found for the European waves.
Before concluding this section, it must be noted that due to the absence of more detailed information, it was not possible to conduct an analysis of the short-and long-term determinants distinguishing the country of origin of migrants entering Argentina. It seem to be more important in the case of Latin American migratory flows, since the evolution of the total volume of entries averages dissimilar situations, depending upon country of origin. 
Conclusions
The international movement of people is an increasingly relevant phenomenon that makes a social, demographic and economic impact in the country of origin as well as in the destination countries. Growing inequality in the degree of development achieved by countries and in the level of well-being of their population, together with political and social conflicts, generate expulsion and attraction factors leading to a sharp increase in migration worldwide. This paper has studied, from a long-term perspective, the determinants of immigrant flows to Argentina from Europe and South America. Different econometric models were estimated for both the European waves -during the period from 1870 to 1950-and the Latin American waves -during the period from 1945 to 1976.
Results show that in the period 1870-1950, the path of employment growth seems to be the principal determinant of the movements of Europeans to Argentina, having a greater effect than the wage gap. An asymmetrical response to shifts in employment opportunities in the sending and receiving countries is also confirmed, showing that an increase in employment opportunities in Argentina was more important than a reduction of the same magnitude in the country of origin.
When a similar econometric analysis is applied to flows from other South American countries, some of the results change significantly. In regional migration, the wage gap, more than employment differentials, seems to be the variable that produces the greatest reaction in the migratory flows. An asymmetrical response of these flows to an increase in employment in Argentina and a decrease in the country of origin is also confirmed once again, the response being higher in the former than in the latter.
However, beyond certain socio-economic junctures that favor or constrain immigration to Argentina, economic and social gaps with respect to other South American countries have created structural conditions that explain the persistence of migrant flows coming from countries in the region, fundamentally Bolivia and Paraguay, even during recessions such as that experienced by Argentina in the mid-1990s. The consolidation of a regional labor market, the existence of networks created during earlier flows and development differentials favorable to Argentina seem to be the most important attraction factors that have made the country one of the most important receiving countries for regional migrants in Latin America.
This relatively better situation compared to the migrants' countries of origin does not imply, however, that the workers from other South American countries, as a whole, do not face serious difficulties in terms of insertion in the Argentine labor market. On the contrary, occupational The situation of illegality in which a percentage of them find themselves favors acceptance of unprotected working conditions and earnings below the legal established minimums. The structural conditions that determine the non-native population's more precarious insertion in the labor market also explain the high levels of hardship experienced by that group as a whole. Of course, the degree of well-being achieved by these contingents differs somewhat by nationality and region of settlement within Argentina, but that analysis is outside the scope of this document.
